This paper models and quantifies in a gravity multi-country framework the relevance of migrants' job position in promoting Foreign Direct investment (FDI). High-skilled migrants are defined as those individuals born in the investors' home/host country occupying managerial or professional positions in the host/home country of investment. Our estimates show that higher shares of migrants with management skills in an specific country promote FDI into that country. In contrast, an increase in the share of migrants in non-qualified positions (regardless of their educational attainment) has a negative impact on FDI decisions. These findings highlight that the enhancing effect of migrants is related with a shift in their skill composition in terms of the occupation they perform. We test our model on a global new panel data set of Greenfield bilateral investment with wide variety of specifications, both at the extensive and intensive margins. Additionally, we provide new insights into the mechanisms by which migration operates in FDI flows, with particular attention to the relevance of FDI level and activity.
Introduction
This technical appendix contains additional theoretical and empirical material that complement the results shown in the paper "Migration and FDI: The role of job skills". In Section 2, we present a detailed analyses of the solution of our model which includes the full set of derivations. In Section 3 we provide additional data information and robustness empirical analyses. Table A1 presnts the list of countries used both in the main paper and in this Appendix.
[ 
Additional theoretical analyses
In the paper we have described the main elements and assumptions of our theoretical model and we have disclosed the main theoretical results. In this section we explain in detail how those results have been derived.
Solution of the model for capital
We start by deriving the first order conditions of the firm's problem:
Which are:
From (A.2): 5) we obtain the relationship between K and S:
From (A.3):
(A.7) now (A.7) in (A.2):
we obtain the relationship between K and L:
Substituting (A.6) in (A.9) we obtain the relationship between S and L:
Substituting (A.6) and (A.10) in (A.2):
(A.11)
Rearranging terms:
And we obtain an expression for K:
Now, naming η = s − sk + l − ls + k < 1, we obtain the expression for K Dom j in the paper:
Solution for labor
Similarly, we can obtain the optimal solution for skilled and unskilled labor: .15) 
Additional empirical analyses
We start our robustness checks by reporting the results that replace country-pair fixed effects with an array of constant country-pair variables. The gravity estimates reported in Table A4 . The first four columns show the results for aggregate FDI flows (intensive margin) and the last four are those corresponding to the explanation of the extensive margin.
[ Table 4 about here.]
We start by analyzing the determinants of the investment decision (extensive margin). Our results are consistent with those obtained by previous studies estimating a gravity equation for FDI. The market size has the standard positive effect on the dependent variables, whereas geographical obstacles such as distance and one of the countries being landlocked display a standard negative impact (however, sharing a border is not relevant). On the cultural side, the investment decision is positively affected by the existence of a common language or past political links such as a A5 former colonial relationship. Finally, the existence of bilateral agreements displays heterogeneous effects 1 . The outcomes for the intensive margin are quite similar to those of the extensive margin, although the impact of distance seems less clear in this case, and the common language is not significant in any case.
Regarding the variables of interest, we observe few differences with the results reported in the paper. The most evident one is the negative effect of non-qualified jobs, which here is negative and significant and in our preferred specification was negative, but non-significant. However, the results reported in Table 4 of the paper, we do observe a negative and significant effect of non-qual jobs on the extensive margin. The main difference was that in this Table we aggregated other job positions, and thus reducing colinearity.
In order to confirm the validity of the results of the paper, we try an alternative specification following Aleksynska & Peri (2014) and Javorcik et al. (2011) . Thus, in the estimates displayed in Table A5 we introduce separately shares of managers, professionals and non-qualified migrant together with the total stock of migrants. This latter variable absorbs omitted variables that affect both FDI and total migration, so the direct effect of migrants in each job position on FDI can be singled out 2 .
[ Table 5 about here.]
The total stock of migrants coming from the investing country is significant in all cases, as expected. More interstingly, the share of migrants in managerial positions display a positive and significant impact, whereas the share of non-qualified migrants has a negative effect on the extensive margin, confirming the existence of the composition effect mentioned above.
Educational Attainment vs. Jobs Positions
Most previous studies have quantified migrants' capacities and skills through their educational attainment. Our robustness analysis here considers three categories of educational level: primary, secondary and higher-educated migrants.
[ Table 6 about here.]
Most of the previous considerations regarding education-occupation mismatch can be traced out in the outcomes presented in tables of this sub-section, where we replicate our results for job occupations displayed in the main paper. Thus, the positive and significant impact reported for higher-educated migrants in Table A6 , is consistent with those corresponding to managers and professionals, and in line with the assumption that most managers and professionals are highly-qualified. We find mixed evidence regarding the effect of migrants with a less advanced level of schooling: the impact of secondary-educated migrants is positive only on both the intensive and non-significant on the extensive margin, whereas migrants with primary studies do not have any effect on either of them.
[ Table 7 about here.] Table A7 presents the results for the quantile regression. These outcomes do not seem to improve our understanding of the link between our educational indicators and FDI. As we can see, the impact of higher educational levels is positive and significant for most of the investments, but we do not observe significant differences across quantiles, the only exception being the last quantile, where we obtain a much A7 smaller impact. Migrants with secondary studies are significant only for the smallest investments, although the sign of the effect varies. This lack of consistent evidence could stem from the group of migrants with secondary studies being divided across job positions with different impacts on our dependent variable. Primary studies are significant and negative, regardless of the size of the investment. The explanation in this case is probably that the educational level has a more direct equivalence with a particular job position: non-qualified jobs. In fact, the pattern across investment sizes is the closest to those in Table 11 in the paper.
[ Table 8 about here.] Table A8 , also considers the activity at which the investment is targeted. Recall that managers in Table 9 had a consistent positive effect across all activities (except construction). Higher education pays off only for sales and its effect is only barely significant for construction. Secondary education is only positive and significant for manufacturing activities and primary education ranges is non-significant, except in sales where it is negative and significant.
In Table A9 we subdivide j→ i migrants by education level .We can confirm a positive and significant impact for higher-educated migrants, with mixed results at the activity level. Moreover, the evidence obtained for lower educational levels is mixed, at best. This lack of clear evidence regarding the relevance of the level of education can be interpreted as attesting to a mismatch between migrants' formal education and the job they hold and scarce returns of migrant education.
[ Table 9 about here.] Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses (PPML estimation in levels). Home*year and source*year country fixed effects. * p < 0.10, * * p < 0.05, * * * p < 0.01 
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(10) Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses (PPML estimation in levels) clustered by country pair. Home*year and source*year country fixed and country-pair effects included. * p < 0.10, * * p < 0.05, * * * p < 0.01
